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DETAILED ACTION 

Introduction 

The following is a non-final office action in response to the communications 
received on December 01 , 2009. Claims 7-10, 12-13, 22-23, 24-31 are now pending in 
this application. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see page 8, filed on December 1, 2009, with respect to 
election/restriction requirement have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
election/restriction requirement of claims 24-31 has been withdrawn. 

In response to applicant's argument that Adaytum and Elkin fails to disclose 
executing, by a computing device, an enterprise planning session in accordance with an 
enterprise planning model, wherein the enterprise planning model defines hierarchically 
arranged nodes associated with business logic software modules and enterprise 
contributors, examiner respectfully disagree. 

Here in claim 7, Adaytum software is capable of performing top-down and bottom 
up data reconciliation, and it operates based on different enterprise hierarchical tier. 
However, Adaytum fail to explicitly teach node level operation such as check-in and 
check-out nodes for modification. Elkin, Hienl, and Halliday, on the other hand, disclose 
detailed node level operation and hierarchically arranged nodes associated with 
business logic software modules and enterprise distributor (fig. 7-9 and 14-15 display 
hierarchically arranged nodes associated with business logic software module such as 
receiving module, and claim view module that can be linked to different level of 
enterprise contributor such as management level contributor and operation level 
contributor). Elkin, Hienl, and Halliday further disclose node operation such as check- 
in/check-out node, update checked-out node or update nodes that isn't checked-out. It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Adaytum with Elkin, Hienl and Halliday. Since, claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately i.e. software operation discussed by 
Elkin, Hienl and Halliday will perform the same function in the enterprise planning model 
as in project management model or mortgage approval model, one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

Further, the Examiner would like to note the requirements for traversing official 
notice from MPEP § 2144.03: 

To adequately traverse such a finding, an applicant must specifically point 
out the supposed errors in the examiner's action, which would include stating 
why the noticed fact is not considered to be common knowledge or well-known in 
the art. See 37 CFR 1.111(b). 

If applicant does not traverse the examiner's assertion of official notice or 
applicant's traverse is not adequate, the examiner should clearly indicate in the 
next Office action that the common knowledge or well-known in the art statement 
is taken to be admitted prior art because applicant either failed to traverse the 
examiner's assertion of official notice or that the traverse was inadequate 
[emphasis added]. 
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Because Applicant has not specifically pointed out any errors in the Examiner's 
action, the officially noticed facts in the September 2, 2008 Office Action are deemed 
admitted prior art. 

In response to applicant's challenge for official notice from the office action 
of September 2, 2008, examiner submits that hierarchical enterprise model is fully 
disclosed by Adaytum in view of Elkin. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Adaytum and Elkin with Hienl and 
Halliday because claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the 
combination each element merely would have performed the same function as it did 
separately i.e. software operation discussed by Elkin, Hienl and Halliday will perform the 
same function in the enterprise planning model as in project management model or 
mortgage approval model, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the 
results of the combination were predictable. 

In response to applicant's challenge for official notice from the office action of 
September 1, 2009, examiner has further submit citation from prior arts in the rejection 
section below, see the rejection section for prior art support. 

Besides arguments addressed above, all other applicant's arguments with 
respect to claims 7-10, 12-13, 22-23, 24-31 have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the 
various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 
made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 
37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not 
commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 7-10, 12-13, and 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Adaytum Software ("Adaytum") in view of Elkin et al. (U.S. 
2007/0179828), in view of Halliday and further in view of Hienl. 

As for claim 7 Adaytum discloses software for modifying enterprise planning 
model including: 

a enterprise planning program, executable by a computing device, for an 
enterprise planning session in accordance with an enterprise planning model, wherein, 
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the enterprise planning model defines hierarchically arranged nodes associated with 
business logic software modules and enterprise contributor (pp. 17-20 especially 1[18 
where it discusses that Adaytum Planning module can automatically loads organization 
hierarchy and live data directly from any general ledge system further pp. 4-5 show that 
Adaytum software is designed for multiple levels of drill down in a node-level execution 
environment), wherein executing the enterprise session comprising: 

receiving contribution data provided by the enterprise contributors (Adaytum 
page 30-31, and 34); 

reconciling the contribution data across an enterprise that corresponds to the 
enterprise planning model by automatically aggregating the contribution data (Adaytum, 
page 30-31 and 34). 

While Adaytum discloses all the limitations above, Adaytum fails to explicitly 
teach the following limitations, however, Elkin discloses: 

executing, by a computing device, an enterprise session in accordance with an 
enterprise model, wherein the enterprise model defines hierarchically arranged nodes 
associated with business logic software modules and enterprise contributors, wherein 
executing the enterprise planning session comprises: 

receiving contribution data and automating reconciliation of the contribution data 
corresponds to the enterprise planning model by automatically aggregating the 
contribution data as the contribution data is received and wherein the enterprise 
planning model comprises a financial model (see HIT 13, 15, 40-41, 102-106 Fig. 3, Fig. 
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7-9, noting an enterprise model application allows users to define enterprise models in a 
hierarchical fashion, for example a mortgage financial model, data aggregation is shown 
in If 194-198 i.e. deployment package is automatically aggregated and installed as its 
received [in real-time]); 

checking-out an individual model for editing during execution of the enterprise 
planning session in accordance with the enterprise planning model (see Table 1 - list of 
operations, including checkout and check in); and 

modifying a model without preventing execution of the enterprise planning 
session for the model (see IT 13, noting users may edit the enterprise model without 
affecting current enterprise operations). 

But Elkin and Adavtum fails to explicitly disclose, and the examiner previously 
took official notice that it is old and well known to: 

■ Modify individual nodes of the model ( Hienl . § 2.2, noting that flexibility by 
adaption is where a node is modified to include additional paths to other 
nodes; Hallidav at 7, noting that tasks are individual nodes of a workflow and 
can be edited in a dynamic reconfiguration). 

■ Modify the nodes of the model without preventing execution of the session for 
the nodes that are not checked out (e.g., execute the enterprise planning 
session in accordance with the model while the modifications are occurring [i.e. 
dynamic modification/reconfiguration]). ( Hienl at 80, first column, noting that 
modifications to the workflow occur in real-time, that is, while the model is still 
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running; Hallidav § 2.3 - Flexibility by adaptation: Dynamic Reconfiguration, 
noting tasks are modified). 
■ Check out individual one of the nodes (e.g., that the administration console 
allows an analyst to check-out individual nodes of the model for editing during 
execution of the enterprise planning session without taking the model offline). 
( Hienl , Fig. 6, noting the lock / check out policy of one node at a time A or B; § 
4.2.3, noting the use of check-in / check-out). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to modify the enterprise planning system disclosed by Adaytum with Elkin, 
Halliday, and Heinl's disclosure of enterprise node level operation. Both prior arts 
acknowledge that reconciliation of business data across enterprise hierarchical nodes is 
old and well known. Adaytum introduced multiple levels of drill down detail analysis 
executed by enterprise planning module, but Adaytum fails to explicitly teach detailed 
node level execution such as node check-out step. Elkin in view of Halliday and Hienl 
teach detail node level operation between software modules. Since, claimed invention 
is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely 
would have performed the same function as it did separately i.e. software operation 
discussed by Elkin, Hienl and Halliday will perform the same function in the enterprise 
planning system as in project management or mortgage approval system, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were 
predictable. 
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As for claim 8, see the discussion in claim 7 above. While Adaytum teaches all 
the limitations above, Adaytum fails to explicitly teach the following, however, Elkin 
further teaches: 

receiving updated model information for a node, and updating a respective slice 
of the enterprise planning model for only one of the nodes based on the updated model 
information (see HIT 146 and 196, noting an updated process model may be overlaid on 
the existing process model in real-time). 

Elkin fails to explicitly disclose that the nodes are checked-out. However, as 
shown in claim 7, node check-out is an old and well-known concept. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
specify that the updates to the model in Elkin are based on the nodes checked-out for 
updates, for the purpose of allowing changes to an existing model. 

Further, It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify Adaytum with Elkin since claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately i.e. software operation discussed by 
Elkin, Hienl and Halliday will perform the same function in the enterprise planning 
system as in project management or mortgage approval system, one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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As to claim 9, see the discussion in claim 8 above. While Adaytum teaches all 
the limitations above, Adaytum fails to explicitly teach the following, however, Elkin 
further teaches: 

wherein updating the enterprise planning model comprises modifying the 
business logic software module or the enterprise contributor associated with the 
checked-out individual one of the nodes in response to the updated model information 
(see HIT 196-198). 

Elkin fails to explicitly disclose that the nodes are checked-out. However, as 
shown in claim 7, node check-out is an old and well-known concept. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
specify that the updates to the model in Elkin are based on the nodes checked-out for 
updates, for the purpose of allowing changes to an existing model. 

Further, It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify Adaytum with Elkin since claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately i.e. software operation discussed by 
Elkin, Hienl and Halliday will perform the same function in the enterprise planning 
system as in project management or mortgage approval system, one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

As to claim 10, see the discussion in claim 8 above. Adaytum further teaches: 
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receiving and processing the contribution data from the enterprise contributors 
associated with the nodes of the model during the execution of the enterprise planning 
session and prior to the check-out of the individual one of the nodes (Adaytum page 30- 
31 and 34, i.e. contribution data are received and processed from bottom-up 
contributors). 

While Adaytum teaches all the limitations above, Adaytum fails to explicitly teach 
the following, however, Elkin further teaches: 

updating data of the checked-out model with the contribution data in accordance 
with the updated model information when the check-out model is subsequently 
checked-in during the execution of the enterprise planning session flj 159-167 and table 
1 i.e. checked out model is updated with and edited, then subsequently checked-in, 
further, ^179-185 i-e- current edited task is later checked-in while planning session still 
running). 

However, Elkin fails to explicitly disclose that an individual node is checked-out. 
However, as shown in claim 7, node check-out is an old and well-known concept. 
Therefore it would be obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to check out a node 
and update the node before check-in the node. Further Elkin does not explicitly teach 
receiving and processing contribution data from enterprise contributor. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Elkin with Adaytum in view of examiner's official notice since 
claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each 
element merely would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one 



Application/Control Number: 10/675,909 Page 13 

Art Unit: 3623 

of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of the combination 
were predictable. 

As to claim 12, see the discussion in claim 10 above. Adaytum further teaches: 
defining reconciliation jobs for execution by an application server to prompt a 
reviewer to reconcile the previously received contribution data with the updated model 
information for the check-in individual one of the nodes (Adaytum, page 31-32 and 34 
i.e. e. planning application able to prompt a reviewer to reconcile the previous data with 
updated model information for example, managers can input data that update a node 
and when check-in individual one of the nodes, the system from bottom-up reconciling 
the contribution data), wherein the application server is communicatively coupled to the 
computing device (Adaytum page 4-6). 

As to claim 13, see the discussion in claim 10 above. Adaytum further teaches: 
defining reconciliation jobs for execution by remote computers of the enterprise 
contributors to prompt at least one of the enterprise contributors to reconcile the 
previously received contribution data with updated model information for the checked-in 
individual one of the nodes (Adaytum page 31-32 and 34 i.e. top-down planning where 
updated model information is escalated and reconciled). 

As to claim 22, see the discussion in claim 7 above. Adaytum further teaches: 
receiving a portion of the contribution data (page 31); 
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identifying higher levels of the hierarchically arranged nodes affected by the 
portion of the contribution data (Adaytum page 31-32); and 

calculating new aggregate totals at each level of the hierarchically arranged 
nodes according to the received portion (Adaytum page 31-32 i.e. information gap is 
readily identified for each level of the hierarchically arranged nodes according to either 
top down or bottom up input). 

While Adaytum teaches all the limitations above, Adaytum fails to explicitly teach 
the following, however, Elkin further teaches: 

processing data in real time flf 195-198) 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Elkin with Adaytum in view of examiner's official notice because 
implementing real-time update would enhance information synchronization across the 
enterprise. 

As to claim 23, see the discussion in claim 12 above. Adaytum further teaches: 
receiving an indication from the reviewer corresponding to the checked-in 
individual one of the nodes (Adaytum page 31 i.e. an administration tool will ensure 
submission of right information on time, which implies that indication for wrong 
information would be filtered); wherein an indication indicates whether the reviewer 
accepted or rejected the contribution data for the checked-in individual one of the nodes 
(page 31 i.e. right information is ensured which implicitly express administration tool 
filters contribution data for the checked-in one of the nodes). 
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As to claims 24 and 28, Adaytum and Elkin disclose the claimed invention 
substantially. All the limitation of claim 24 are of the same scope as the limitations of 
claim 1, and are therefore rejected on the same basis, with following noted exceptions 
that are further address by Adaytum, Elkin, Hienl and Halliday. Here, Adaytum further 
teaches: 

a computer readable medium (pp. 7-8) comprising: 

associating a first set of data with the first node and a second set of data with 
second node (pp. 1 1 and 30-31 i.e. node at different level of enterprise has different 
data set i.e. department level node and managerial level node have different data). 
While Adaytum teaches the limitation above, Adaytum fail to explicitly teach the 
following, however, Elkin further teaches: 

receiving an update to the enterprise planning model, wherein the update 
identifies the first node fl| 162-163); 

checking-out, the first node after receiving the update to the enterprise model fl| 
1 61 -1 66, 1 68 and table 1 zoom in and check out the first node for edit); and 

Hienl further teaches: 

checking-in, a modified version of the first node after modifying the second set of 
data for the second node, wherein the modified version of the first node corresponds to 
the received update to the enterprise planning model (pp. 84-85 especially under 4.2.2 
where first node is checked in and received update to the enterprise model to resolve 
incompatibility). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Adaytum with Elkin, Hienl, and Halliday because Adaytum 
introduced multiple levels of drill down detail analysis executed by enterprise planning 
module, but Adaytum fails to explicitly teach detailed node level execution. However, 
Elkin, Hienl, and Halliday show that node level modification as disclosed in the claim is 
old and well known. Since, claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, 
and in the combination each element merely would have performed the same function 
as it did separately i.e. node level update and modification discussed by Elkin, Hienl and 
Halliday will perform the same function in the enterprise planning system as in other 
nodal management environment, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized 
that the results of the combination were predictable. 

AS to claims 25 and 29, see discussion in claim 24 and 28 above. Adaytum 
further teaches aggregate data from bottom-up and top-down then reconcile over data 
to achieve final optimization (pp. 30-31 ), however, Adaytum fails to explicitly disclose 
the following. 

Elkin further teaches node architecture layout wherein the first node comprises a 
first childe node, wherein the second node comprises a second child node, wherein the 
hierarchically arranged nodes further comprise a parent node, wherein the enterprise 
model defines the parent node as a parent to the first child node and the second child 
node (fig. 8, 9 and 14-15 shows parent/childe node relationship structure), and 

Halliday further teaches: 
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Aggregating data from the first child node and the second child node to form a 
set of aggregate data set (pp. 4-8 i.e. workflow shows that child node's data are 
aggregated into data sets from different childe nodes) 

Hienl further teaches: 

associating the set of aggregate data with the parent node (pp. 84-85 i.e. update 
nodes are associated with old workflow nodes) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Adaytum with Elkin, Hienl, and Halliday because Adaytum 
introduced multiple levels of drill down detail analysis executed by enterprise planning 
module, but Adaytum fails to explicitly teach detailed node level execution. However, 
Elkin, Hienl, and Halliday show that node level modification as disclosed in the claim is 
old and well known. Since, claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, 
and in the combination each element merely would have performed the same function 
as it did separately i.e. node level update and modification discussed by Elkin, Hienl and 
Halliday will perform the same function in the enterprise planning system as in other 
nodal management environment, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized 
that the results of the combination were predictable. 

As to claims 26 and 30, see the discussion in claim 24 and 28 above. While 
Adaytum discloses all the limitations above, Adaytum fails to explicitly disclose the 
following limitation, however, Hienl further discloses: 
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receiving a second set of contribution data for the first node before checking-out 
the first node (pp. 85-86 i.e. cooperative model receives a set of data after modification); 

defining a reconciliation job that is configured to cause the application server to 
prompt to a reviewer to reconcile the second set of contribution data with the modified 
version of the first node (pp. 85-86 i.e. user needs to decide between 3 options 
including overwrite, save new version, or save variant); 

receiving a response from reviewer indicating acceptance or rejection of the 
second set of contribution data for the modified version of the first node (pp. 85-86 i.e. 
user's choice will result in different workflow structure that indicates acceptance or 
rejection of second set of the contribution data) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Adaytum with Elkin, Hienl, and Halliday because Adaytum 
introduced multiple levels of drill down detail analysis executed by enterprise planning 
module, but Adaytum fails to explicitly teach detailed node level execution. However, 
Elkin, Hienl, and Halliday show that node level modification as disclosed in the claim is 
old and well known. Since, claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, 
and in the combination each element merely would have performed the same function 
as it did separately i.e. node level update and modification discussed by Elkin, Hienl and 
Halliday will perform the same function in the enterprise planning system as in other 
nodal management environment, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized 
that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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As to claims 27 and 31, see the discussion in claim 24 and 28 above. While 
Adaytum discloses all the limitations above, Adaytum fails to explicitly disclose the 
following limitation, however, Hienl further discloses: 

updating a slice of the workflow model corresponding to the first node to form the 
modified version of a first child node while the first child node is checked out ( Hienl at 
80, first column, noting that modifications to the workflow occur in real-time, that is, 
while the model is still running; Hallidav § 2.3 - Flexibility by adaptation: Dynamic 
Reconfiguration, noting tasks are modified and pp. 85-86 shows modified version of 
different child node i.e. variant). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Adaytum with Elkin, Hienl, and Halliday because Adaytum 
introduced multiple levels of drill down detail analysis executed by enterprise planning 
module, but Adaytum fails to explicitly teach detailed node level execution. However, 
Elkin, Hienl, and Halliday show that node level modification as disclosed in the claim is 
old and well known. Since, claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, 
and in the combination each element merely would have performed the same function 
as it did separately i.e. node level update and modification discussed by Elkin, Hienl and 
Halliday will perform the same function in the enterprise planning system as in other 
nodal management environment, one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized 
that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to TZU-HSIANG (SEAN) LAN whose telephone number is 
(571)270-7054. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8am-4pm 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth V. Boswell can be reached on (571)272-6737. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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